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The courts are not in agreement with respect to the right to recover for damage to property attributable to vibrations from 
pneumatic drills or other machinery used to break up street or other pavements, some courts permitting recovery,' while 
others do not.’ Similarly, the courts disagree as to whether recovery may be allowed for damage caused by vibrations 
produced by various kinds of heavy machinery on an owner’s property, with some courts permitting recovery,’ and other 
courts disallowing it.‘ Courts also disagree as to whether recovery may be permitted for vibrations produced by other 
machines or in another manner.’ Where damages to property were sought because of the effect of vibrations produced by pile 
drivers, or the like, recovery has generally been upheld,° although the circumstances may dictate a different result.’ 
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